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conference report to accompany the 
budget resolution and, when the Senate 
reconvenes on Thursday, there be 5 
hours remaining for debate as provided 
under the statute. This has been 
cleared on the other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered.

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2000—CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of con-
ference on the concurrent resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 68) establishing the con-
gressional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2000 and 
setting forth appropriate budgetary 
levels for each of fiscal years 2001 
through 2009, and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The committee on conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 68) have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their re-
spective Houses this report, signed by a ma-
jority of the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to 
the consideration of the conference re-
port. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
April 13, 1999.) 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative assistant proceeded 
to call the roll. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce to the Senate 
that the budget resolution, which we 
have called up and which is being con-
sidered, was approved just a while ago 
by the House, passed there by 220–208. 
So the remaining real business before 
we leave for this weekend is to get our 
budget passed here. I will say, if it is 
passed today, it would be historic. If it 
is passed tomorrow, it will still be his-
toric, because we will have produced 
our budget resolution through both 
Houses, setting the blueprint for the 
year before the 15th, which is the stat-
utory date. I will say to the Senate, we 
have only done that once in the 24-plus 
years history of the Budget Act. 

I think our commitment to the Sen-
ate was helped by our various com-
mittee members, and help came from 
our ranking member, Senator LAUTEN-
BERG, to get the job done. No use to 

delay it. We have been on the floor, 
gone through it. Yesterday we took a 
number of votes that we don’t nor-
mally take, with Senators exercising 
their prerogatives to make us vote 
again on some of the issues. Today 
there will be a vote on final passage. 

I remind Senators who might want to 
speak, whether they are on this side of 
the aisle or that side of the aisle, we 
have a unanimous consent agreement 
already entered into, with the full con-
currence of the minority, that when-
ever we finish this evening—and that 
could be any time—there will be 5 
hours remaining tomorrow. That is be-
cause there is a statutory mandate of 
10 hours unless agreed to to the con-
trary. 

That means that tomorrow we will be 
on for 5 hours and then vote. If Sen-
ators do not make it to the floor in the 
next hour or so—obviously, they can 
come down here, and if they want to 
make it easy on everybody, maybe 
they can tell Senator LAUTENBERG 
when they want to come and tell me 
when they want to come on this side, 
and we will accommodate them so they 
don’t have to stay down here and wait 
a long time while others speak. 

Having said that, I probably will re-
serve most of my time to answer what 
others might say about this budget res-
olution, but I would like to give a sum-
mary of where things are. I do not 
think that will take over 10 or 15 min-
utes. Then I will yield to Senator LAU-
TENBERG. I have already told my friend 
that I have to go across the hall for a 
Republican policy conference, and I 
will try to do that as soon as my re-
marks are completed. 

Mr. President, let me briefly outline 
the conference report on the year 2000 
budget before us this afternoon. The 
conference report before us is very 
similar to the Senate-passed budget 
resolution back on March 25 on a roll-
call vote of 55–44. A similar but dif-
ferent House-passed budget resolution 
required a conference. That conference 
resulted in some modifications to the 
Senate-passed resolution which I will 
highlight later in my remarks. The 
basic outline for entering the millen-
nium with a fiscal policy and a tax pol-
icy and a defense policy and an edu-
cation policy, the basic content of that 
with some modifications is, indeed, 
what the Senate has before it again 
today. 

First, this is a 10-year budget resolu-
tion. We have done a 5-year resolution 
and 7-year resolution, but this year is 
the first time we have used 10 years to 
make our projections and upon which 
to build the building blocks for the 
first part of this new millennium. 

Now, we have done 5-year budgets 
and we have done 7-year. Why did we 
do 10? Well, the President’s budget 
presentation in February was very 
unique, very different than any Presi-
dent has ever done before. The Presi-

dent and his staff tried to use 15 years, 
and that is 15-year numbers, and in 
some cases, 15-year estimates. This 15-
year timeframe was a very convenient 
way to shade the fact that they were 
and are counting on raiding the Social 
Security surplus in the early years by 
$158 billion over the first 5 years of the 
President’s budget. Without any at-
tempt to obfuscate, clearly it uses $158 
billion of the Social Security surplus 
for programs, for expenditures, so it 
was, indeed, a raid on that Social Secu-
rity surplus, and then leave it to future 
Presidents and future Congresses to re-
imburse that trust fund for this admin-
istration’s early spending plans which 
would have used some of Social Secu-
rity’s surpluses. 

That is most interesting, especially 
because the President will be claiming 
that he is trying to save the Social Se-
curity surplus. I put out the challenge 
to anyone who wants to review the 
President’s proposal and this proposal 
and see if anybody is entitled to the 
claim that we are saving Social Secu-
rity’s trust fund accumulations, ex-
empting it, can’t use it for taxes, can’t 
use it for appropriated accounts. If you 
would like to look at it and see which 
does the most, I think you will find 
that the President puts $400 billion, 
that is ‘‘billion,’’ less in the trust fund 
during the next decade, or let me put it 
another way, on a 10-year basis, it 
shortchanges the trust fund by $400 bil-
lion. 

That is as compared with what really 
ought to be in the fund. We put in what 
really ought to be in the fund, and that 
is all of it, all of the surplus year by 
year, not a portion of it over 15 years. 

So we think we can properly say the 
first responsibility of this budget was 
to make sure that we did everything 
possible to protect the Social Security 
trust fund and to make it available for 
those who might want to reform, or in 
a major way change the Social Secu-
rity program to add to its longevity 
and perhaps its fairness. But only for 
that purpose can any of that trust fund 
be used. That is the first big item. The 
conference agreement accomplishes 
that first objective, protects Social Se-
curity trust fund balances. Then we go 
on to three other major items. 

Two, we didn’t see any way that we 
could produce a budget to enter the 
millennium that did not maintain the 
fiscal discipline of the 1997 budget 
agreement. The distinguished occupant 
of the Chair, a distinguished member of 
the Budget Committee and other com-
mittees, knows that it wasn’t very long 
ago that we set a fiscal discipline pat-
tern which has brought us a great deal 
of success. We said we are only going to 
spend so much over the next 5 years. It 
wasn’t over a prolonged period, just 5 
years. That, plus some other good for-
tunes that are attributable to eco-
nomic growth and prosperity, has 
brought us the best fiscal policy of any 
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industrialized Nation in the world—
sustained growth, manifold numbers of 
jobs, low inflation, and low interest 
rates. 

We thought it was best that we stay 
on that path. So the second point is 
that the fiscal discipline is retained 
from the 1997 agreement. Why 
shouldn’t it? There are those who say 
it is too tough. There are those who 
say we can’t live by it. 

There are those who say the Presi-
dent is going to force us to break this 
budget. Well, we aren’t going to let the 
President do that. If that is what he 
thinks we ought to do, we will have to 
hear from him. We are going to try 
hard to live within those prescribed 
limits, which brought such credibility 
to the fiscal policy ideas of this Gov-
ernment that I believe we ought to 
stick with them for awhile. 

Now, the third is another idea that 
somehow or another has been chal-
lenged here in the Congress, and that is 
that we want to return to the Amer-
ican taxpayer their overpayments to 
the Federal Government. Now, what we 
on our side of the aisle—and we hope 
some Democrats join us before the year 
is over—would like to say is that when 
you have an economy like this one, 
with surpluses that we have, you 
should not just be thinking about 
spending money; you ought to be 
thinking about the taxpayer, too. In 
fact, maybe you ought to say let’s look 
at government and let’s look at the 
taxpayers and let’s make sure we have 
as little government as possible, so 
that we consider the taxpayers to the 
maximum extent and have them pay-
ing the lowest taxes possible within a 
good, sound policy. 

So while some will say, ‘‘I would like 
a tax cut but not this one,’’ or, ‘‘I 
would like a tax cut, but not now; I 
would like it later, but I would like a 
little bit now and then wait for 5 or 6 
years,’’ we say the policy is a clear one. 
The United States succeeds when we 
have low taxes and we exceed our com-
petitor countries in the world predomi-
nantly on the premise that our busi-
nesses and our individuals pay less 
taxes than those competing with us. 
That is a truism with regard to all of 
the European countries that try to 
compete. They are heavily taxed; we 
are taxed at a low level. They have 
huge burdens on business to take care 
of social welfare programs; we have far 
less. 

As a result, business is flourishing in 
America and we are adding, if not hun-
dreds of thousands, then in a few of the 
past 6 years, even a few million new 
jobs. And it is interesting to note, Mr. 
President, as we consider this budget, 
if a poll were taken of American busi-
ness, in particular the medium-sized 
businesses that are flourishing in our 
country, and we were to ask them, 
‘‘Can’t you grow a little more?’’ they 
would all answer, ‘‘Yes.’’ And then if 

we said, ‘‘Why aren’t you?’’ the No. 1 
answer would be, ‘‘We can’t find 
enough skilled workers to add to our 
workforce to grow as we could.’’ 

Now, that is a very interesting thing 
for America, and it does mean that 
there is one long-term problem we 
ought to be concerned about, which is 
the validity of our education system to 
give basic-skill education and basic-
skill development to more and more of 
the young people and those who would 
like to be retrained in America. 

I guess, as an aside, if that doesn’t 
happen, then I know we should not be 
talking about how we will be able to 
meet the needs of our businesses. But I 
surmise that if we don’t create more 
educational skill opportunities for 
more and more of our people within a 
decade, we will be looking at an Amer-
ican policy that is going to let more 
people come in from outside our coun-
try to take our jobs. 

I hope everybody listening to these 
remarks knows in what sequence I 
have said it. Clearly, I would like very 
much to get to the next point in our 
budget, because within these fiscal re-
straints we have taken a look at where 
the priorities for the expenditure of 
money, even in this crimped manner, 
the budget following this fiscal re-
straint, should be. 

I believe Americans would agree with 
us that we ought to increase spending 
on education. In fact, if you looked at 
the President’s budget, you would 
probably say that is not enough; it is 
sort of a nominal increase. We have 
said that, and we have increased our 
recommendations for public education 
assistance significantly over the Presi-
dent’s. In fact, if the recommendation 
of the Budget Committee were accept-
ed, we would increase, over the next 5 
years, spending on education by $28 bil-
lion. 

Everybody should know, we don’t pay 
for a lot of public education. Local ex-
penditures are, by far, most of it. Per-
haps our country pays 7 percent of the 
bill; 93 percent is paid by local school 
districts, States, et cetera. We asked 
that we put more in, but we expressed 
a big concern—that in doing that we 
not provide targeted U.S. Government 
programs mandating the school dis-
tricts to do things our way, but rather 
that we have accountability and flexi-
bility built into the education pro-
grams that we add money for. So our 
budget does that. 

Next, we created a non-Social Secu-
rity surplus of about $92 billion for un-
expected contingencies, that is, we 
didn’t spend it for tax cuts or on any-
thing else. It starts in the fifth year. It 
is $92 billion for unexpected contin-
gencies. That could be used for transi-
tion costs for implementing funda-
mental reform in Medicare. Or if we did 
not use it for any of those things, that 
is, contingencies and/or Medicare re-
form, then they would further reduce 
the national debt. 

Understanding that I started my re-
marks by saying we set aside $400 bil-
lion more than the President in the 
first decade of the Social Security 
trust fund and lock it in a box that we 
are going to vote on later, all of that is 
used to reduce the public debt until we 
use it for Social Security. It dramati-
cally reduces the public debt. That is 
one of the best things we can do, and 
we did $400 billion more of debt reduc-
tion during the first decade than the 
President. 

We are proud of that and we think it 
is the best use of the surplus, and the 
second best use is to return it to the 
taxpayers, so we return to them a sub-
stantial amount in tax reform, tax 
cuts, which is $778 billion. So there will 
be no confusion, add up all of those 
numbers I speak of and you keep the 
Social Security trust fund intact, you 
leave $102 billion for expected contin-
gencies, and you cut the taxes of the 
American people by $752 billion over a 
decade. 

I don’t want anybody to be surprised, 
but the Republican tax package will 
not be big at the inception; it will be 
small. But in one bill, we will pass tax 
changes that will wedge out and grow 
each year, and in the fourth, fifth, 
sixth, and seventh years, you will be 
providing significant tax relief to the 
American taxpayer. Frankly, I believe 
that is just about perfect. 

Some are fearful of it because we pro-
vide it over 10 years. But I think the 
American economy is experiencing a 
tremendous boon right now. I think 
these tax cuts are going to trigger in—
I don’t mean ‘‘trigger in’’ in the sense 
that anything will have to happen. I 
will use another word. It will come into 
play at just about the time when we 
need tax cuts for the American people 
and American business, so we can con-
tinue the prosperity, growth, and op-
portunity that is so prevalent today. 

In summary, those are the things we 
tried to do, and those are the things 
that show up in this budget resolution. 
After conferring, almost all of those 
principles that started here in the Sen-
ate are kept. I am pleased to indicate 
that some of the other things the Sen-
ate had in its budget resolution are 
kept in this resolution. So let me tell 
you a couple of those. 

First, the conference adopted the 
Abraham-Ashcroft-Domenici sense-of-
the-Senate framework for protecting 
Social Security surpluses through a 
mechanism for retiring debt held by 
the public and made it a sense of the 
entire Congress. That means that both 
the House and the Senate will use 
every effort possible to try to pass 
what we will nickname here today 
‘‘lockbox’’ legislation, which would be 
statutory preservation of that fund, re-
quiring a majority vote to dip into it. 
We will have more to say about that. It 
will then be perfected and introduced 
soon, after consultation with more ex-
perts. We think we will have one that 
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is flexible enough, yet rigid enough, to 
make sure that we don’t spend that 
money. 

In addition, yesterday afternoon, for 
the second time, the Senate voted on a 
child care proposal that had passed the 
Senate with a 57–40 vote, including 15 
or 16 Republicans. Yesterday, in revis-
iting it, more Senators expressed their 
will for that. 

While in conference, I was not able to 
get the House to give on it in its en-
tirety. We got $6 billion. Half goes for 
the block grant that Senator DODD and 
Senator JEFFORDS discussed, and half 
is indicated in the tax package and 
should be used for tax relief that is 
child care oriented for as many fami-
lies in America as possible. 

Now, I believe that the leadership of 
both the Senate and the House have 
made a commitment in this conference 
report to go beyond the resolution be-
fore the Senate today to try to pass 
legislation to make sure for the first 
time in history we truly have made it 
almost impossible in the future to 
spend the Social Security trust fund 
for the ordinary expenditures of our 
budget as a ‘‘basket’’ from which we 
borrow for overextending our receipts. 

This resolution maintains the fiscal 
discipline required by law. Statutory 
caps cannot be changed by a budget 
resolution, and they are now written 
into the law. It does not assume any 
firewalls between defense and non-
defense discretionary spending. We are 
not trying to protect defense from do-
mestic spending in this era of great de-
mands on both. We will just let the 
good judgment of the Congress, in its 
collaborative efforts, do its will with 
reference to the defense spending and 
the domestic spending. 

However, in our recommendations, 
we do substantially increase defense 
beyond that which the President re-
quested. We do that forthrightly and 
openly. We believed, even before the 
Kosovo situation, that the U.S. Depart-
ment of Defense was being under-
funded. We finally asked the Joint 
Chiefs what they really needed. They 
expressed genuine concern, so we added 
most of their requests to the defense 
assumptions. 

This resolution makes no decision on 
the expansion or extension of the caps 
beyond 2002. It assumes, on the other 
hand, that discretionary spending will 
grow over the decade, increasing at a 
rate of about half the rate of inflation 
and expanding to a total of $2.9 trillion 
over the next 5 years and $5.9 trillion 
over the next decade. 

Within the aggregate numbers on the 
face of the resolution, and again as re-
quired by law, the level of appropria-
tion is distributed by budget function 
for illustrative purposes, but everyone 
should know the final decision will be a 
matter for the Appropriations Com-
mittee and the subcommittees. Every-
body is beginning to understand that 

the budget resolution was not intended 
to be a determiner of how much money 
each program gets, but rather the total 
that they must not exceed. 

The conference report assumed the 
priorities I mentioned. I will add one 
clarification on elementary and sec-
ondary education. In the first year, we 
increased it $3.3 billion in our alloca-
tion assumption and $28 billion over 5 
years. That would be over and above 
the estimated $100 billion that would 
be expended for these programs during 
the same time period. 

We assume full funding of transpor-
tation programs adopted last year. We 
assume full funding of the violent 
crime trust fund next year. We also 
have assumed $1.7 billion in additional 
veterans’ health care benefits over the 
President’s request for this year. 

Within the spending restraints, it is 
assumed that the historic pay equity 
between civilian and military pay will 
be maintained. It assumes that the 
Congress funds the President’s request 
for the upcoming census, and it as-
sumes we double the request for the 
National Institutes of Health—double 
his increase. 

I think that clearly puts us on the 
side that most Americans desire. We 
increase defense, we increase edu-
cation, we increase those functions of 
our Government that take care of 
crime and criminal justice in our coun-
try. In addition, we take care of our 
veterans. The President did not even 
increase, to any extent, the veterans’ 
medical appropriations. We added 
about $1.7 billion. 

Adding those up, and adding a return 
of tax dollars to the American people 
with the kind of protection for Social 
Security and Medicare that we have 
provided, I believe we have a very good 
format to begin the millennium, the 
year 2000 budget.

To maintain the fiscal discipline of 
the caps and reorder spending toward 
these and other national needs, it is 
clear that the Congress will need to set 
priorities. If not, then some of the pro-
posals I have outlined will likely not be 
possible. 

What are some of those lesser prior-
ities on the Federal taxpayers’ dollars? 

First, last year we appropriated over 
$106 billion for programs whose author-
izations did not exist. A good place to 
start looking for lower priority pro-
grams in the Federal Government 
might be in those areas where no au-
thorization exists. 

In addition to the unauthorized pro-
grams, as I have stated previously, it 
would be helpful if the Congress re-
viewed the GAO’s recent high-risk se-
ries which lists 26 areas this year—
nearly 40 percent which have been des-
ignated high risk for 10 years—areas 
that GAO has found to be vulnerable to 
waste, fraud, and error. 

Second, it is clear that some pro-
grams will not grow, will remain at 

their 1999 level, and some will have to 
be reduced below a freeze as the Presi-
dent’s budget suggested. I would sug-
gest that committees and the adminis-
tration take to heart the Government 
performance and results act that spe-
cifically identifies low performing and 
inefficient programs. 

Some programs, such as various 
transportation projects funded last 
year outside TEA–21, were one time 
and we should not assume continued 
funding of such programs next year. 

The conference assumes that Ginnie 
Mae will become a private operation 
and its auction creates nearly $2.8 bil-
lion in offsets next year. 

And yes, the conference resolution 
assumes, some of the administration’s 
proposed offsets, fees, are assumed for 
various agencies in the Federal Gov-
ernment—FSIS and the President’s 
proposed $200 million broadcasters 
lease fee. 

In the area of mandatory savings. 
The resolution does not assume any of 
the President’s nearly $20 billion reduc-
tions in Medicare over the next 5 years. 
Medicare spending will indeed increase 
from $195 billion this year by over $200 
billion to a total of $395 billion in 2009, 
an annual increase of 7.3 percent. 

And the resolution assumes $6.0 bil-
lion in additional resources will be al-
located to the Agriculture Committee 
to address the issue of depressed in-
comes in that sector. 

The Senate-passed resolution as-
sumed that expiring savings provisions 
in 2002, that were enacted in the 1997 
balanced budget agreement, would be 
extended. This applied to all such pro-
visions except expiring Medicare sav-
ings provisions. Between 2003 and 2009 
these provisions would save $20 billion. 

In conference the Senate receded to 
the House position that did not assume 
any of these savings provisions. In part 
this accounts for the fact that the non-
Social Security surplus over the next 
decade has declined to $92 billion. 

The Senate-passed resolution in-
cluded the Dodd-Jeffords amendment 
to add $12 billion to child care spending 
over the next decade. The spending was 
offset with a reduction in the rec-
onciled tax cut. The House had no such 
assumption. 

The Senate voted yesterday to in-
struct the conference to adopt this pro-
vision. The conference assumes half of 
these resources for families with chil-
dren to cover child care expenditures—
$6 billion. These expenditures reduced 
the non-Social Security surplus and did 
not reduce the reconciled tax reduc-
tion. 

For revenues the conference resolu-
tion assumes that tax reductions will 
be phased in and over the next 5 years 
will return overpayments to the Amer-
ican public of nearly $142 billion and 
$778 billion over the next 10 years. For 
2000, paid for tax cuts of up to $15 bil-
lion are possible. 
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How these tax reductions are carried 

out will, of course, be determined by 
the Finance Committee and ultimately 
the Congress and the President. 

However, I believe elimination or re-
duction in the marriage penalty could 
easily be accommodated within these 
levels as well as extension of expiring 
R&D tax credits, self-employed health 
insurance deductions, certain edu-
cation credits, and or general reduc-
tions in tax rates phased in over time. 

Finally, the resolution, being cau-
tious, over a 10-year period, projects a 
non-budget surplus of over $92 billion. 
This money could be needed for unex-
pected emergencies or contingencies, it 
also could support the cost of funding 
transition costs for Medicare reform, 
or if nothing else it will continue to 
further retire debt held by the public. 

Two procedural issues need to be 
noted—a rule change as it relates to 
defining emergencies and a clarifica-
tion that when there is an on-budget 
surplus, those amounts are not subject 
to pay-go rules.

The Senate-committee-reported reso-
lution included a provision to make 
emergency spending items subject to a 
supermajority point of order. This pro-
vision was adopted by the conference, 
while exempting Defense spending. 

Let me close by saying that under 
this resolution, debt held by the public 
will decline by nearly $463 billion more 
than under the President’s budget. 

This is true even if one treats the 
President’s Government equity pur-
chases as debt reduction. 

Why do we reduce debt more than the 
President? 

First, the President spends $158 bil-
lion of the Social Security surplus over 
the next 5 years. In contrast, the con-
ference resolution saves the entire So-
cial Security surplus. 

And second, let me remind the Sen-
ate of one other thing about the Presi-
dent’s spending proposal which may 
surprise many—his spending costs 
more than the resolution’s assumed tax 
reductions. This is true over both the 
5-year and 10-year period. 

The President’s budget spends 35 per-
cent of the Social Security surplus 
over the next 5 years on programs un-
related to Social Security or Medicare. 

That is why we can save the entire 
Social Security surplus and why he can 
not. 

Let me summarize. The conference 
report does four things: It protects 100 
percent Social Security surpluses; it 
maintains the fiscal discipline this 
Senate overwhelmingly supported in 
1997 and was most recently reaffirmed 
by the minority leader; it returns to 
the American public their tax overpay-
ments; and finally, it prudently and 
cautiously projects on-budget surpluses 
for further debt reduction or for sup-
porting unexpected emergencies, and 
possible transition costs for true Medi-
care reform like the one recently voted 

on by 11 of the 17 members of the Na-
tional Commission on the Future of 
Medicare. 

It is a good resolution to close out 
the Budget Act’s 25-year silver anniver-
sary this year. 

It is a good fiscal blueprint for the 
next century. 

Commenting for a minute about the 
tax proposals in this bill, in the next 5 
years Congress will be permitted under 
this budget resolution to reduce taxes 
on the American people by $142 billion, 
and in the second 5 years the total will 
be $778 billion. 

The first and second year cannot be 
very big, depending on what loopholes 
are closed by the Finance Committee 
and the Ways and Means Committee. 
We can have a goodly tax in the first 2 
years, moving up in a ‘‘wedged’’ man-
ner to some very substantial return of 
taxes to the American people over this 
next decade. 

There may be remarks on the floor 
about what these tax cuts will look 
like. Certain Republican Senators, in-
cluding some of our leadership, may 
say what they prefer. That permits the 
Democratic leadership and Democratic 
Senators to get up and say they don’t 
think we ought to give tax cuts to the 
rich, that we ought to spend it else-
where rather than giving it to the rich 
people of our country. 

This budget resolution gives the Con-
gress of the United States and its com-
mittees full latitude to have a tax cut 
bill of whatever type the Congress and 
its committees ultimately approve 
and, hopefully, that the President will 
sign. I am quite sure when that pack-
age is finally put together the good 
judgment of the tax-writing commit-
tees, with Congress exerting its con-
cerns, it will be a balanced package, fo-
cused on average Americans and on 
continuing the economic prosperity of 
our country. 

If we do that, then I believe there 
may be disagreement between Repub-
licans and Democrats, but I do believe 
it will not be the package that is con-
stantly suggested by Democrats—that 
we are going to take care of only the 
high-bracketed people, instead of 
spending it on programs that are good. 

I can do no better than that. I don’t 
know that I will answer every time we 
are accused of having a tax cut that 
takes care of only the wealthy in our 
country. The facts are as I have indi-
cated. Whether or not Senators have 
taken to the floor or given stump 
speeches or otherwise saying what they 
would prefer, we probably ought to give 
some serious consideration to reducing 
the brackets, with taxation more pro-
portionally on every group of people. I 
am sure the package will be fair in 
building American prosperity by cut-
ting taxes in the right places for eco-
nomic growth. 

I make one last comment about the 
return of tax dollars to the American 

people. I have been heard to say that as 
a Budget Committee member and 
chairman somehow or another when we 
finally get to that place where we can 
have surpluses for as far as the eye can 
see—according to those who estimate 
for us—I have been heard to say that 
maybe it is harder to manage surpluses 
than it is deficits. Yesterday my good 
friend, Senator LAUTENBERG, indicated 
that probably that is how it should be, 
because it is human nature that when 
you have real assets, you fight over 
them; with deficits you do the best you 
can. 

I have found it more difficult to give 
taxpayers tax relief when we have had 
a surplus than I found as a budget 
chairman to give tax relief when we 
had deficits. That is rather incredible. 

But I think the history will indicate 
that we have had many tax cuts, giving 
back money to the taxpayers, when we 
had deficits. Now we have a criticism 
of Republicans who want to give back 
tax money to those who have overpaid, 
because we have more money than we 
need; that we should not be doing it 
now. If you cannot do it when you have 
a surplus, when can you? If you cannot 
do it with a surplus, when should you? 

It seems to me the answer is we prob-
ably ought to have a major tax reduc-
tion bill. I would think before the year 
is out the President of the United 
States will get into the act. He is prob-
ably still looking back to his first cam-
paign, before he was elected, when he 
promised a middle-income tax cut. I 
know, in reading about the politics of 
the White House during the inter-
vening years, that some of his consult-
ants brought up that issue regularly 
during his campaign and first year in 
office—what about the tax cuts? Maybe 
they were not right in his scheme of 
things then, but I submit, with this 
kind of surplus, they are right now. 

We look forward, after this budget 
resolution is passed—and hopefully 
that will be tomorrow—to working 
within the Congress—and hopefully 
Congress with the Executive—to take 
care of our public needs and take care 
of our taxpayers’ needs. But we will al-
ways be vigilant that we not put one 
over the other, since it is the taxpayers 
who make our Government capable of 
doing what it does. 

With that, I yield the floor and re-
peat to Senators, if you do not get to 
speak this evening, there are 5 hours 
tomorrow. We will be glad to start tak-
ing names for tomorrow. It will be bet-
ter than tonight. We can get through 
early tomorrow and early tonight and 
still have a lot of debate time if most 
of you will sign up for tomorrow, which 
means we could get out of here rather 
early this evening. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
The Senator from New Jersey. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

want to respond to the analysis just 
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given us by our good friend and col-
league, the chairman of the Senate 
Budget Committee, Senator DOMENICI. 
One thing about Senator DOMENICI, he 
is always direct. He always calls it like 
he sees it. And therein lie, perhaps, 
some differences. 

The expression, ‘‘beauty is in the 
eyes of the beholder,’’ is one that fits 
well, I think, because I see it quite dif-
ferently than Senator DOMENICI. As we 
begin consideration of the conference 
report, for the benefit of those who do 
not know how we work here, the con-
ference report is that report on the 
budget that has been agreed to by the 
House of Representatives, their Budget 
Committee people, and the Senate 
Budget Committee people. So I have to 
say at the outset that it is quite obvi-
ous that it is the majority’s report we 
are looking at. Even though there are 
45 Democrat Senators here, the fact is, 
with rare exception, all of the Demo-
crats voted in opposition to the initial 
Budget Committee report and my view 
here is that we are probably going to 
see at least something as strong in op-
position to the report that has now 
been agreed upon by the House rep-
resentatives on the budget and the 
Senate representatives. 

Look at this. Here we have a budget 
resolution, one that says this is the 
way we ought to be spending our 
money. Mr. President, I remind those 
who are in earshot, this is a toothless 
tiger. It does have the force of a Sen-
ate-House conference committee agree-
ing that is what we ought to be spend-
ing, but it is without law to support it, 
and it is now an instruction to the var-
ious committees that have the jurisdic-
tion to set up the spending as rec-
ommended by the Budget Committee. 

But what a time this is. The economy 
has never been stronger. I have been 
around a long time—thank goodness, 
for my kids and me—but we have never 
seen an economy like this. Unemploy-
ment is low, inflation is almost un-
heard of, the stock market is booming, 
people are able to invest in housing and 
education and plan their future and va-
cations. Our fiscal house is in order. We 
are now running surpluses, having 
come a long way from 1992 when Presi-
dent Clinton took over, when we were 
running annual deficits in the high $200 
billion. Now we are running surpluses. 
So we have done something good. I 
commend my colleague, the chairman 
of the Budget Committee, for the hard 
work that he did—that we did bilat-
erally, with the President of the United 
States—to get a balanced budget in 
place. That, I think, has had a large ef-
fect on how it is we got to this current 
period of prosperity. But at the same 
time we face serious long-term chal-
lenges. Most importantly, the baby 
boomers’ retirement is going to put 
tremendous pressure on Social Secu-
rity and on Medicare in the years 
ahead. 

The key question facing Congress is 
whether we will meet those challenges 
and prepare for the future at this time 
or whether we are going to yield to 
short-term temptation at the expense 
of the longevity of these programs. 
Democrats are committed to focusing 
on the future. Our top priority is to 
save Medicare and Social Security for 
the long term by reducing our debt, 
keeping our debt in control, and in-
creasing national savings. 

We also want to provide targeted tax 
relief for those who need it most and 
that is the middle-class families, those 
who work hard for a living, those who 
are dependent totally on wages and sal-
ary for their living. We want to invest 
in education and other priorities that 
will enhance the lives of those who are 
not yet university age but who are 
looking forward to having a job and ca-
reer that gives them a decent lifestyle. 

The Republicans, our friends on the 
other side of the aisle, have a different 
view. Their plan as embodied in this 
conference report focuses on huge tax 
breaks, largely for the wealthy. I want 
to give an example of what it is I am 
talking about because so often our Re-
publican friends get irritated when we 
say ‘‘focused on the wealthy.’’ But if 
you are in the top 1 percent of the in-
come earners—that is starting at 
$300,000 but averaging $850,000 a year—
if you are one of the lucky ones, one of 
the skilled ones, or one of those who 
inherited wealth, and your income is 
$800,000 a year, you get a $20,000 tax 
break in this budget that is proposed 
before us. 

On the other hand, if you work hard 
and you go to work every day and you 
worry about how to educate your kids 
and you worry about how to pay your 
mortgage and you earn $38,000 a year, 
you get $100—oh, $99, I am sorry; it is 
not even $100—a $99 tax break. Some-
how or other that doesn’t seem right to 
me: $800,000 on the one hand gets a 
$20,000 tax break and on the other 
hand, if you make $38,000, slightly over 
$700 a week to support your family, you 
get $99 and you can spend it in any way 
you want, the $99; buy a yacht, buy a 
vacation—whatever you want to do 
with the $99. So it does not seem right 
to me. 

These tax breaks on top of the unfair 
balance between those who are the 
wealthy and those who work hard for a 
living would cost the taxpayer enor-
mous sums in the future. It would ab-
sorb funding that is needed to save 
Medicare. And that, when you get right 
down to it, is really the main issue this 
conference report presents to the Sen-
ate. 

Question: Should we provide huge tax 
cuts, many of which will benefit the 
wealthy? Or should we use that money 
to save Medicare? 

Of course, there is a lot more to the 
conference report before us, so I will 
take a little time now to explain why I 

strongly oppose and intend to vote 
against the acceptance of this con-
ference report. There are four primary 
reasons. 

First, it does not do anything to in-
crease Medicare’s life. In other words, 
in 2015 Medicare is ready for bank-
ruptcy, if things go as they are. 

I have suggested that we ought not 
use funds needed for Medicare for tax 
cuts that are primarily for the 
wealthy. 

Secondly, it threatens Social Secu-
rity because it fails to extend Social 
Security’s life, but it allows the use of 
surpluses generated by those who cur-
rently pay about 13 percent of wages; 
that is the worker and the company, 
for purposes other than Social Secu-
rity. 

Thirdly, it is fiscally dangerous. I 
used to run a big corporation, and I 
will tell you that this is not the way to 
plan the long-term future. It proposes 
tax cuts that do not cost much in the 
beginning, as the distinguished chair-
man of the Budget Committee said, but 
he said it is going to cost over $700 bil-
lion. In 10 years, over $750 billion will 
be used to provide that tax break. 

Fourthly, it proposes extreme and 
unrealistic cuts in essential programs 
that are necessary for the well-being of 
all our citizens. It would devastate 
public services on which so many de-
pend. Moreover, Congress will be un-
able to pass the bills that provide the 
funding that these programs need, and 
it could lead eventually to a repeat of 
a terrible experience that we had a few 
years ago—a Government shutdown. 
These are the kinds of programs that 
would be affected. 

Medicare’s hospital insurance trust 
fund is now expected to become bank-
rupt in 2015. It is critical that we ad-
dress this problem and do it now. There 
is no doubt that we have to modernize 
and reform Medicare to make it func-
tion more efficiently, but whatever re-
form process we pass, we still need 
more resources—more money, to put it 
bluntly. In an attempt to find an over-
all solution, President Clinton pro-
posed allocating 15 percent of projected 
budget surpluses, that is, the unified 
budget, for surpluses for Medicare. This 
would extend the life of the Medicare 
trust fund for another 12 years. Our Re-
publican colleagues deride this pro-
posal. They say it amounts to adding 
meaningless IOUs to Medicare, but 
they are wrong. 

First, the President’s proposal would 
reduce the debt that the public holds in 
bonds and investment in Government 
securities, which would significantly 
reduce interest costs in the future, 
which would help us actually pay for 
Medicare with the real dollars saved. 

Unfortunately, the Republican budg-
et resolution we have in front of us to-
tally rejects the President’s proposal 
to extend Medicare solvency. Instead of 
directly using these surpluses for Medi-
care, it uses almost all of that money 
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for tax cuts. The document we have in 
front of us—that was prepared exclu-
sively by Republicans, I remind you—
does not specify how we are going to 
provide those tax cuts. They will be 
drafted later in the Finance Com-
mittee. However, based on the com-
ments of the chairman of the Finance 
Committee, it is fair to assume that 
most of the total benefits will flow to 
the wealthiest Americans. Mr. Presi-
dent, these GOP tax breaks would come 
at the direct expense of Medicare. It is 
wrong. 

Under the Republican plan, not one 
penny of projected surpluses is guaran-
teed for Medicare—not one cent. The 
resolution claims to reserve about $90 
billion for unspecified uses over 10 
years and suggests that maybe we can 
take some of that $90 billion for Medi-
care. However, that is far less than the 
$350 billion the President wants to put 
into Medicare over a 10-year period. 
And none of this $90 billion is actually 
reserved for Medicare. 

In any case, there is nothing left for 
the Medicare program after these funds 
are used up for unexpected emer-
gencies. For example, emergency 
spending now averages $9 billion a 
year. That is emergency spending for 
natural disasters or some other dis-
aster—fire, whatever you have—in a 
community that is needed each and 
every year. It is reasonable to assume 
that future emergencies will consume 
all of this so-called reserve. 

Mr. President, the Republicans’ re-
fusal to provide additional resources 
for Medicare would have a direct im-
pact on the millions of Americans who 
will depend on Medicare for their 
health needs in the future. The resolu-
tion almost certainly would mean 
higher health care costs, higher copay-
ments—that means for the beneficiary. 
If you have an incident or a matter 
that can be reimbursed by Medicare, 
you will have a higher copayment, you 
will have higher deductibles, lower 
quality health care services, and prob-
ably fewer hospitals, all because the 
Republicans insist on providing these 
huge tax breaks. 

Beyond Medicare, the second major 
problem with the Republican resolu-
tion is that it poses a direct threat to 
Social Security. 

Just yesterday, I offered a motion to 
instruct the conferees, those from the 
House and those from the Senate—but 
particularly it applied to the Senate 
because that is where we give our di-
rections—that they ensure that all So-
cial Security surplus is used only to ex-
tend the life of Social Security. It was 
not a close vote. The motion was 
adopted by a 98–0 vote. Ninety-eight 
Senators said, yes, this is the right 
kind of attitude we want to see. Nine-
ty-eight out of 100 Senators said, yes, 
we want to use all of our Social Secu-
rity surpluses to extend the life of So-
cial Security. 

But within just a few hours of that 
vote—the vote took place here, then it 
went to conference over there in the 
House, and the conferees, the group 
that was sitting around the table, our 
Republican friends, approved a provi-
sion that would allow Social Security 
surpluses to be used for other purposes. 
I find it astounding and, frankly, it is 
outrageous that 98 Senators stood up 
and voted aye, yes, we want all Social 
Security surpluses to be spent on So-
cial Security, and it went in the waste-
basket within a few hours. Quite in-
credible. 

The conference report establishes, as 
we heard, a lockbox that supposedly 
protects Social Security surpluses. But 
it does not do that. It establishes a 
largely meaningless 50-vote point of 
order against future budget resolutions 
but has a huge loophole for any legisla-
tion that ‘‘enhances retirement secu-
rity.’’ 

We do not know what the definition 
of ‘‘retirement security’’ is. What does 
it mean to enhance retirement secu-
rity? It does not say ‘‘Social Security.’’ 
This is a word game we play here. We 
say one thing, but it has a different 
meaning when we say it over here. Just 
a change of a word or two: ‘‘Retirement 
security’’ versus ‘‘Social Security.’’ 
Presumably this retirement security 
plan could mean a wide range of pur-
poses. 

Mr. President, it is unacceptable, it 
is outrageous, it deserves to be con-
demned in the strongest possible 
terms. Social Security surpluses should 
not be used for ‘‘retirement security’’ 
or anything that we do not understand 
clearly. Sure, it should not be used for 
tax cuts. They should not be used for 
risky new schemes and programs. They 
should be used to pay Social Security 
benefits, period. 

The third problem with the con-
ference report is that it is fiscally irre-
sponsible. The resolution calls only for 
small tax cuts in the first year or two. 
We heard the chairman of the Budget 
Committee say so. But the cost of 
these tax cuts explode in the future. 

Over the first 5 years, the total tax 
cuts that we would have would cost 
$142 billion, but over the second 5 years 
that cost increases to $636 billion, 
about 41⁄2 times as high as the first 5 
years. And that is another way of get-
ting at things. It is kind of a little bit 
sleight of hand, I would say. That is to 
say, ‘‘Oh, we can give these tax breaks, 
give these tax cuts, and it’s not going 
to cost anything.’’ No, not while most 
of us are still Members of this Senate. 
But 10 years hence, when we add up the 
scorecard, we will have spent almost 
three-quarters of a trillion dollars for 
tax cuts. 

Mr. President, the final problem with 
the Republican plan is that it forces 
extreme cuts in programs for Ameri-
cans here at home. Tax cuts, on one 
hand, cost something for the ordinary 
Americans on the other hand. 

I want to point out something. We 
Democrats are not opposed to tax cuts 
that are targeted, that means some-
thing for middle-class people, that 
means something for hard-working 
people who have to watch if not their 
pennies, at least their nickels. That is 
the way we want to do our tax cuts. We 
want to encourage savings, we want to 
encourage child care, we want it so 
people can have child care in case they 
do want to work. We want to make 
sure there are funds there for long-
term health care for an elderly person. 
That is the kind of tax cut that we 
seek, not this broad, across-the-board 
tax cut that will give these $800,000 
wage-earners a $20,000 tax cut. So we 
will be losing, as a result of that—pro-
grams that are here called nondefense 
discretionary programs—about 71⁄2 per-
cent in the first year. But the real cut 
in most programs would be much deep-
er. 

Keep in mind, the Republican leader-
ship has said they will increase or 
maintain funding for a handful of fa-
vored programs like new courthouses, 
the transportation bill for the next half 
dozen years—we call it TEA–21—the 
census, the National Institutes of 
Health, and some crime and education 
programs. That leaves other unpro-
tected programs facing cuts of about 11 
percent. 

I want to point out what we are talk-
ing about. This is not just an amor-
phous discussion about arithmetic. 
When we say 11 percent, we are talking 
about everything from environmental 
protection to the National Parks and 
the FAA. The FAA is responsible for 
the maintenance of our aviation fleet 
and working hard to keep up with the 
new technologies and the needs as avia-
tion expands its marketplace. 

The Coast Guard. My gosh, everyone 
knows the Coast Guard is one of the 
most important branches of service 
that we have in this country. They do 
everything. They do drug interdiction. 
They maintain waterways. They are 
out there picking up illegal immi-
grants who are trying to float their 
way to the American coast. They are 
on pollution patrol. They watch it all. 
You want to cut that down? I do not 
think so. Eleven percent—that would 
be devastating. 

I heard our Senators from States 
that border Central America about the 
inadequacy of the number of Border 
Patrol members that they have. This 
would take a big slice out of that so 
that we could no longer do even the 
protection of our borders as efficiently 
as we do now. 

We would be losing lots of FBI 
agents, NASA would be hurt, our space 
program, job training, head Start, the 
program that gives kids who come 
from a disadvantaged background a lit-
tle bit of a head start. 

So what would it mean in real terms? 
Here are a few examples based on the 
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administration’s estimates: 2,700 FBI 
agents would be lost; 1,350 Border Pa-
trol agents; 780 drug enforcement 
agents would be lost; 90,000 fewer dis-
located workers would receive training 
for new jobs, job search assistance, and 
support services; 34,000 low-income 
children would lose child care assist-
ance—what a devastating thing that 
would be to lots of families—over 1.2 
million low-income women, infants and 
children—we call it the WIC Program—
would lose nutrition assistance each 
month. 

How can we face our conscience? 
FAA operations would be cut by al-

most $700 million. It would lead to 
travel delays, weakened security, lack 
of critical modernization technologies. 
The Superfund Program that cleans up 
these toxic waste sites left by our in-
dustrial past—unusable ground—that 
raise potential dangers to those who 
live nearby; we would lose 21 opportu-
nities to clean up Superfund toxic 
waste sites, needlessly jeopardizing 
public health. 

Up to 100,000 children would lose the 
opportunity to benefit from Head 
Start; 73,000 training and summer job 
opportunities for young people would 
be lost. 

Mr. President, these types of cuts 
clearly are unacceptable. They are not 
what the American people want. 

Unfortunately, under this resolution 
the problem gets dramatically worse in 
later years. By 2004, these nondefense 
cuts—again, defense, on one hand, non-
defense on the other. Defense is a very 
favored account in this place, and I 
support a strong defense. And, boy, if 
we ever doubted our need to fund it, we 
see now that we have to do it. But we 
do not have to give them all of the new 
resources that we have. 

By 2004, the nondefense program cuts 
grow to 27 percent. There isn’t a Sen-
ator here, who, when faced with re-
ality, is going to vote for those kinds 
of cuts. But they put their heads in the 
sand. They are not looking at what the 
longer consequences of this budget res-
olution are going to be. And it does not 
even include any effects of inflation. 

Mr. President, you really have to 
wonder whether our Republican friends 
are serious about cutting domestic pro-
grams by 27 percent. It is hard to be-
lieve, especially when they are not giv-
ing us any details about where those 
cuts would come from. Some Repub-
licans have argued that these cuts are 
required because of the discretionary 
spending caps which remain in effect 
through 2002. But that is not true. 
‘‘Spending caps,’’ again, is part of the 
vernacular here. Those are the levels of 
spending that we agreed we would ad-
here to until 2002. But we are now in 
surplus. We are out of debt because of 
the good fiscal policies that we have 
had here. That occurred because Demo-
crats and Republicans and the Presi-
dent worked together. 

Much of the problem for domestic 
programs is created because the con-
ference report increases military 
spending significantly over last year’s 
level. Since all discretionary spending 
is now under one cap, that extra money 
must come directly from the other pro-
grams that we talked about. 

Cutting domestic programs by 27 per-
cent in 2004 is not realistic. It is an ex-
treme decision. When it comes time for 
cutting specific programs, Congress 
sure will not likely follow through. 

In other words, this budget resolu-
tion is a roadmap to gridlock. If we 
can’t pass the appropriations bills, the 
funding bills, we face the prospect of a 
horrible nightmare that we once expe-
rienced here, and that is a Government 
shutdown. 

Why, then, are we considering a 
budget resolution that even some Re-
publicans admit can’t be enacted into 
law? The answer is simple. Republicans 
are desperate to claim that they are for 
tax cuts. And they see that as the 
‘‘Holy Grail.’’ That is what they say 
Americans want. I tell you, I see it dif-
ferently. I see an America where some-
one comes from a home that is not 
wealthy, sometimes widowed. I had the 
experience personally. My mother was 
widowed at age 36. My father died when 
he was 43. There was not a chance at 
all that I was going to be able to get an 
education or progress in life. But, for-
tunately, I served in the military—
World War II—and I was able to get my 
education under the GI bill. It is an in-
credible thing that we offer when we 
propose to young people that they have 
a chance to get a job and to progress 
and to live a life that is better than 
their parents in most cases. Here we 
are saying, well, tax cuts will take care 
of it all. No. Tax cuts won’t take care 
of it all. Some tax cuts will help, but 
some tax cuts are just giveaways to 
wealthy people. The result is that we 
can create stresses in our society that 
make living uncomfortable. 

Right now we see violent crime going 
down in the most unlikely places. 
Why? Because we have more police on 
the streets? Yes. Because we put more 
criminals in jail? Yes. Because the 
judges are tougher? Yes. But it is also 
because people see a way to make a liv-
ing legitimately and they do not turn 
to criminality. It is because there are 
education programs and there are job 
opportunities that have been created. 
That is the difference. 

In one case you have a stable society. 
Those of us—and I include myself, hav-
ing had a successful business career—
who can afford to pay for the privilege 
of living in this country ought to step 
up and pay for it and not be looking for 
tax cuts but be looking for harmony 
and stability in our society. That is 
what it is all about. 

Here we have the tax cut proposal, 
the Republican tax cut proposal. They 
think it is politically going to keep up 

their majorities here. It is not going to 
happen, because we do not have a clue 
on how to pay for them. And as long as 
we don’t know how to pay for them, we 
can only expect the worst. 

Mr. President, we are left with a 
budget that can be described a little bit 
as show business, fantasy, a budget 
that almost everybody knows isn’t 
worth the paper on which it is written. 

I have to say that some of the other 
provisions in the conference report as 
well are highly problematic. The con-
ference report establishes a new proc-
ess, a 60-vote point of order against all 
emergency spending except for defense. 

Now I pose a situation. Take a vol-
cano in the State of Washington or an 
earthquake in the State of California 
or the floods that hit Missouri or the 
droughts that hit other States or the 
storms that hit the Northeast or the 
Southeast. If we say, well, these are 
emergency conditions, it disturbs the 
community, it destroys their economic 
viability; we want that to be taken 
care of by programs that we have in 
the Federal Government. Now we are 
saying, well, it is not enough to have 51 
votes. Let’s make sure you have to 
have 60 votes so that 41 votes can stop 
any program they want. 

Let’s suppose that there is a political 
problem existing in a campaign for 
President or Senator, and one party is 
in power here. They know that State X, 
Y or Z has a stronger possible voting 
block than the other party; 41 Senators 
can get up and stop it cold. Emergency 
spending is emergency spending. We 
ought to leave it to a majority of the 
Senate to decide that, not require 60 
votes. 

It flies directly in the face of the 
Senate-passed resolution. That is the 
way we did it. We left it 50 votes. So 
not only do I strongly disagree with it 
as a matter of policy, but I think it is 
an abuse of the conference process. 

If 59 Senators think that we need to 
pass emergency assistance to help 
those ravaged by a flood or earthquake, 
we can’t let 41 Senators block it. 

Why should we be buying new weap-
ons with a higher priority than saving 
the lives of Americans who are suf-
fering from a natural disaster? We 
know there have been abuses of the 
emergency designation, but the Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee devel-
oped a reasonable approach to cutting 
down on those abuses. They established 
a new definition and a new process for 
extracting new emergency items that 
were added at the last minute in con-
ference reports. The Senate approved 
that approach, and the House didn’t 
have anything about this in their reso-
lution. 

Yet, when they got together in con-
ference, the conferees on their own de-
cided that they would delineate a new 
and entirely different approach. It is 
not right. That is not the way the sys-
tem is supposed to work. We talk about 
majority rule. 
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I am also concerned that the con-

ference report rejected yesterday’s 
Senate vote in support of the Dodd 
child care amendment. It was sup-
ported, in part, by our Republican 
friends, but the amendment that was 
carried through this body called for 
$12.5 billion in new funding for child 
care on top of any new related tax cuts. 
Instead, what the conferees did is pro-
vide only $3 billion in child care fund-
ing. We had 66 votes for the proposal 
yesterday at $12.5 billion. Today, it is 
down to $3 billion. That is not what the 
66 Senators voted for, and it is a sad 
commentary on our commitment to 
families in need. 

Finally, I am also disturbed that the 
conference report includes a provision 
saying that any reestimate of our 
budget surplus can be used only for tax 
cuts. I think it is a mistake. I think it 
is wrong. Why should tax breaks for 
wealthy people be given a higher pri-
ority than education or Social Security 
or Medicare or defense or veterans’ 
needs? 

Mr. President, I do not think we 
should be spending any surpluses until 
we save Social Security and Medicare. 
And I certainly do not think that sur-
pluses should be reserved only for tax 
cuts, especially when we know that 
many of those cuts are going to go to 
wealthy folks. 

There are many serious problems 
with this conference report. Before I 
close, I want to quickly recount the 
four problems that are most funda-
mental. 

First, it doesn’t guarantee a single 
additional penny for Medicare, even 
though Medicare faces bankruptcy in 
the year 2015. Instead, it takes money 
needed for Medicare and uses it for tax 
cuts that will benefit the wealthy. 

Second, it threatens Social Security. 
It doesn’t extend Social Security’s sol-
vency by a single day, and it calls for 
using Social Security surpluses for pur-
poses other than Social Security di-
rectly. 

Third, it is fiscally dangerous. It 
calls for huge tax cuts, the costs of 
which explode in the future, just when 
the baby boomers will be retiring. 

Finally, its cuts in domestic pro-
grams are extreme. If they were ever 
enacted, they would seriously disrupt 
important public services. 

More likely, Congress will never ap-
prove them, and we will again be facing 
the disastrous threat of a Government 
shutdown. The people who voted for it, 
for the most part, know very well that 
this is not a budget that is going to 
survive. It is too bad that we are tak-
ing all of this time and expending all of 
this energy to produce this sleight-of-
hand budget proposal that we see in 
front of us. 

I am strongly opposed to this con-
ference report, and I hope that it will 
be more than a party-line vote that 
votes against it. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-

SIONS). Who yields time? 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. How much time 

do we have, Mr. President? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator used 44 minutes of his 2 1/2 hours. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. I would be happy 

to yield to the Senator. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 

this is an inquiry. I gather my col-
leagues are on the floor, the Senator 
from Missouri and others, to speak on 
the budget; is that correct? 

Mr. BOND. Yes. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. He has the right 

to use the time. He is the manager. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

will wait to get some time in morning 
business to introduce a bill with Sen-
ator DOMENICI. Why don’t we go on 
with the process. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield the floor, 
Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the chairman of the committee, I 
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
Missouri, Mr. ASHCROFT. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The jun-
ior Senator from Missouri is recog-
nized. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 
thank the senior Senator from the 
State of Missouri. I rise to commend, 
thank, and praise Senator DOMENICI for 
crafting a budget resolution that we 
can stand up for and speak about and 
be grateful for. I appreciate it. 

The conference report balances need 
for responsibility, the need for setting 
priorities. When families gather around 
the kitchen table to make budgets, 
they set priorities. They say: If we are 
going to get the new car, we don’t take 
the same vacation; we can’t spend the 
same money twice. 

For too long, I think the U.S. Gov-
ernment, thinking that it could always 
just go further and further into debt or 
raid the Social Security trust fund, 
didn’t have to set priorities. This is a 
budget that sets priorities. It sets pri-
orities that are important. 

The conference report reduces the 
debt of this country. It will increase 
funding for education, it will reduce 
taxes, it will increase funding for na-
tional defense, and it will maintain the 
spending caps that are so very nec-
essary if we are going to have the kind 
of discipline that keeps us from further 
invading the province of the next gen-
eration and their desire to be able to 
build their own future, instead of pay-
ing for our past. That is the real ques-
tion when we decide whether we are 
going to have discipline in spending. It 
is a question of whether we will let the 
next generation build its dream or pay 
for our past. 

This in great measure is due to Sen-
ator DOMENICI’s great efforts. I espe-
cially appreciate his willingness to 

work with his colleagues. At the start 
of this process, several other Senators 
and I sent Senator DOMENICI a letter 
asking for a budget that saved Social 
Security surpluses, that reduced the 
$3.8 trillion public debt, that pursued 
at least $600 billion in tax relief over 
the next 10 years, that maintained the 
statutory spending caps, and included 
increases in funding for both education 
and national defense. These were spe-
cific items that we requested in a let-
ter addressed to the chairman of the 
Budget Committee, Senator DOMENICI. 
I know the occupant of the Chair un-
derstands what was included in that 
letter and endorses that as well. 

What is gratifying about what the 
chairman of the Budget Committee did 
is that the budget that has been pre-
pared both meets and exceeds these 
goals. It calls for the following: A sub-
stantial Federal tax relief package, 
$142 billion over the next 5 years, $778 
billion over the next 10 years. The reso-
lution requires the Senate Finance 
Committee and the House Ways and 
Means Committee to report out their 
tax cut plans by mid-July, a major step 
forward for the American people, to 
say to them, ‘‘You earned it, we re-
turned it’’—instead of, ‘‘You sent it, we 
spent it.’’ For so long the Congress has 
said, ‘‘You send it, we will spend it.’’ 
No matter how much they sent, we 
spent. We viewed the American people 
as somehow our ‘‘sugar daddy’’ for 
more and more programs and greater 
and greater spending. 

I think it is high time we said to the 
American people: We believe in you for 
the future of this country, we believe 
in families more than we believe in bu-
reaucracy, we believe in the private 
sector. You have earned so much, you 
have worked so hard, that we have an 
operating surplus down the road and 
we will share it with you by way of tax 
relief. 

Second, it stays within the spending 
caps. The spending caps have enabled 
us to bring the budget into balance. I 
am happy that this budget maintains 
those caps. 

It increases spending for education 
and defense. This is most important. 
We understand the ability to defend 
the country from foreign aggression 
and the ability for the country to have 
the kind of intense vigor and vitality 
that comes from well-trained, bright 
citizens. These are the two cornerposts 
of our existence. Education spending 
goes up 40 percent. The budget fully 
funds the $17.5 billion in defense spend-
ing requested by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff over the next 5 years. We accom-
modated both of those by setting prior-
ities. Senator DOMENICI and the Budget 
Committee, including the senior Sen-
ator from the State of Missouri, have 
done a good job. 

The conference report contains an 
amendment which I introduced direct-
ing that this new education resource be 
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directed to the States and local edu-
cation districts and not new Federal 
bureaucracy. We do need to increase 
the bureaucracy. We need to elevate 
the students’ performance levels; their 
achievement levels need to soar. We 
don’t do that by building bureaucracy 
in Washington. We need to get that re-
source directly to the classroom. I am 
pleased that the conference report will 
contain this amendment which I pro-
posed, saying that the increase will go 
to school districts in schools where 
parents and teachers, principals, and 
school administrators will make deci-
sions—instead of bureaucracy directing 
it from Washington. 

The conference report also reduces 
the debt by $450 billion, $450 billion 
more than the President’s proposal 
would have reduced the debt. It is time 
for us to reduce the publicly held debt 
of this country. 

Perhaps most importantly, this budg-
et saves $1.8 trillion over the next 10 
years for our Nation’s elderly. This 
money is vital to shoring up the Social 
Security system. This stands in stark 
contrast to the President’s plan, which 
spends $158 billion over 5 years of So-
cial Security surpluses for non-Social 
Security purposes. On the one hand, we 
save $1.8 trillion over the next 10 years 
for our Nation’s elderly; the Presi-
dent’s program over the next 5 years 
alone would have spent $158 billion of 
Social Security surpluses for non-So-
cial Security spending. 

In addition to the money that this 
budget saves for Social Security, the 
budget also takes procedural steps to 
build in onbudget surpluses from the 
year 2001 and beyond. In other words, 
there are Social Security surpluses 
saved, then there will be other sur-
pluses that relate to the rest of the 
budget—and the budget is careful to 
make sure that those surpluses will 
materialize beginning in the year 2001. 

This is setting priorities. This is 
kitchen table economics. This is under-
standing that in order to make some 
things work, you have to adjust other 
things and you have to work them to-
gether. It is not just a wish list, this is 
a real spending plan. It is a spending 
plan that honors the next generation 
and the future of this great country. 

Under these new important proce-
dures, Congress could no longer spend 
billions of dollars on so-called ‘‘emer-
gencies’’ that were not really emer-
gencies. These new procedures stop the 
mislabeling of ordinary expenses in the 
category of ‘‘emergencies’’ so that you 
could invade funds or take Social Secu-
rity surplus and spend, which happened 
last year. There will be a point of order 
in this budget that says you cannot do 
that, you cannot mislabel, you cannot 
automatically categorize things as 
emergencies. 

Last year, the President and the Con-
gress together spent $21 billion from 
the Social Security trust fund on these 

so-called emergencies. We need to stop 
that. We must stop that. This budget 
will stop that kind of practice. 

The conference report contains a 60-
vote point of order ensuring that emer-
gency spending will be limited to ac-
tual emergencies. In addition, sur-
pluses that are accumulating in the So-
cial Security trust fund will no longer 
be used to finance onbudget deficits in 
governmental operations. It is a funda-
mental first step of Social Security re-
form that the Social Security surpluses 
should not be used to funding deficits 
in the rest of government. This budget 
stops that. 

In order to establish this first step, 
Senator DOMENICI and I introduced leg-
islation that would establish a 60-vote 
point of order against any budget when 
the Social Security surpluses are used 
to finance onbudget governmental defi-
cits. 

I rise to say how much I appreciate 
the work of the chairman of the Budget 
Committee, the members of the Budget 
Committee, and their cooperation with 
the Members of the House to work to-
gether to bring a budget that really 
does what family budgets do—sets pri-
orities, looks to the future, under-
stands we cannot have everything all 
the time, but protects Social Security 
and its surplus, protects our budget 
generally from mislabeling that gets us 
into emergency spending which puts us 
into debt or raids the Social Security 
surplus, keeps the caps in place, ele-
vates the capacity for spending for edu-
cation, and strengthens the military. 
These are the fundamentals that are 
important to America’s strength in the 
next century. This budget does that. 

There have been a number of years in 
which I have not voted for the budget. 
I haven’t been able to in good con-
science. I voted against last year’s 
budget with the $21 billion raid on the 
Social Security trust fund. However, I 
will be able to vote for this budget. 
This is a budget for which we ought to 
be grateful. This is the kind of budget 
that we are grateful to have the oppor-
tunity to vote in favor of. I commend 
Senator DOMENICI and the other mem-
bers of the Budget Committee and the 
House for its cooperation in getting us 
to a place where we can present this 
kind of spending plan to the people of 
the United States of America, for it is 
their money that we spend. This is a 
budget that they would be proud to de-
velop, were they to sit around the table 
and make those kinds of hard-nosed 
judgments about the Nation that they 
make regularly about their families. 

I thank the Chair and I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, before 

Senator ASHCROFT leaves the floor, I 
thank him for his kind remarks. I, too, 
agree we have a very good budget. 

Mr. President, I am going to yield to 
Senator BOND who wants to manage 
the bill for me for a while. He has a lot 
of time this afternoon. But I ask unani-
mous consent for 1 minute to proceed 
as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from New Mexico is recognized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. DOMENICI per-

taining to the introduction of S. 796 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’)

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say 
to Senator DODD, here I got a half loaf, 
maybe a quarter loaf—but we got 
something. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, if I can 
have the floor for just a second, be-
cause I don’t know who has the time to 
yield to me? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I have the time 
to yield to the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from New Jersey yield time? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield so much 
time as the Senator from Connecticut 
needs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, let me 
thank my colleague from New Mexico 
on the child care effort. There was ob-
viously, strong bipartisan support for 
this measure. As the Senator points 
out, as is normally the case, you do not 
get everything you want, but it is a 
major bipartisan step forward and will 
make a lot of difference in people’s 
lives. We had to fight very hard and 
there was a lot of objection on the 
other side. Without his efforts, it would 
not have happened. 

I also thank Senator JEFFORDS, Sen-
ator CHAFEE, Senator HATCH and the 
many others who deserve to share the 
credit for achieving this result, but I 
particularly want to thank my col-
league from New Mexico and my col-
league from New Jersey, who has obvi-
ously been a champion of all this for a 
long time. I thank them for their ef-
forts to make a difference in the lives 
of working families who struggle to 
find safe and affordable child care. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me 
respond. We left last night from our 
place in the Senate from work on this 
without the conference report being 
signed—and that was the only issue. 
And about 10:30 last night signatures 
were necessary and we got half a loaf. 

Mr. DODD. Thanks. I appreciate 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as I may require. I join 
Senator DOMENICI in thanking my col-
league, Senator ASHCROFT, for his very 
thoughtful comments on the budget. 
Those of us who work on the numbers 
sometimes get lost in the trees and fail 
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to see the forest. But I thought the 
Senator from Missouri did a very effec-
tive job in explaining why this budget 
is so important to the working Amer-
ican in the average family who sits 
around the kitchen table and tries to 
figure out how to spend their money 
and wonders why those of us in Wash-
ington cannot spend our money with 
the same kind of discipline. 

Today is April 14. It is an ideal time 
for us to consider this final version of 
the budget resolution. While so many 
of our constituents will be staying up 
late tonight to finish their own income 
taxes before tomorrow’s deadline, we 
look like we are going to be able to 
meet an April 15 deadline of our own. 
The Congressional Budget Act created 
a deadline of April 15 for Congress to 
adopt its budget for the upcoming year, 
and this year looks like it will be only 
the second time since the Budget Act 
was adopted in 1974 that we in Congress 
will meet the deadline and will deliver 
a budget on time. I am sure many of 
our friends and colleagues and neigh-
bors back home will be astonished to 
hear that. Taxpayers, those who are 
carrying the load that we are distrib-
uting, have to meet their April 15 dead-
line every year. I can understand their 
amazement, why we cannot seem to 
meet our April 15 deadline. Meeting the 
deadline is a major step forward in 
demonstrating to our fellow Americans 
we can be responsible in spending their 
tax money. I commend Chairman 
DOMENICI and all the conferees on doing 
whatever it takes to make that hap-
pen. 

Senator DOMENICI is responsible for 
the discipline that this budget imposes 
on spending. Through his good efforts 
and with the cooperation of the col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle, 
they even met the time deadlines that 
were required as well. But, as our con-
stituents put the final touches on their 
tax forms, it is important they be able 
to read in the papers about how their 
taxes will be spent next year. Adopting 
the budget at this time amounts to full 
disclosure. Taxpayers are sending in 
their checks. We need to deliver the de-
tails of what they are buying. This 
year I think the taxpayers will have 
less cause for buyers’ remorse than in 
the past. 

I think, when the American people 
heard what the President proposed in 
February, they probably wished their 
tax forms carried a money-back guar-
antee. Just think of what the President 
sent us and look how far we have come. 
The proposal made by the President 
would destroy the budget discipline 
that has helped us balance the books. 
It would have actually broken the 
spending caps by $22 billion in new 
budget authority and $30 billion in ac-
tual cash outlays. The conference re-
port we have before us keeps to the 
caps and keeps to the discipline the 
taxpayers demanded. 

When you listen to the President’s 
budget, someone might get the idea 
that it really presented a sound fiscal 
plan. That is patently false. This budg-
et that the conferees presented us 
saves more of the surplus than the 
President over the next 5 and 10 years. 
That is why we will have lower debt 
levels than the President’s proposal, 
from the year 2000 to the year 2009, 
even if one adjusts for Social Security 
equity purchases. 

This means the President’s new 
spending is larger than our tax cuts. 
You do not hear too much about that, 
but that is what the President pro-
posed. We have heard great complaints 
about leaving options in the budget for 
tax relief for American families, but 
the President proposed to spend more 
than that, new spending already above 
what we already do. The President 
would spend 35 percent of the surplus 
over the next 5 years on programs un-
related to Social Security or Medicare. 
To do that, he would have to use $158 
billion of Social Security’s money to 
pay for them. 

Our tax cut that we empower in this 
budget is smaller than the President’s 
new spending, which is why we felt it 
was essential that we save the entire 
Social Security surplus. The Presi-
dent’s budget talks about 15-year budg-
et estimates and talks about how much 
he would save over the extended period. 
When you talk about saving money 
down the line and spending it in the 
short term, I do not think you have to 
tell the American taxpayer what that 
is all about. 

There is an old saying about ‘‘a bird 
in the hand is worth two in the bush.’’ 
The President front-loads his spending 
and says leave it to a future President 
to come up with more savings. I do not 
believe that dog hunts in my State or 
any other State in the Nation. That is 
not the way to go. 

That is why I believe, when I intro-
duced the President’s budget as an 
amendment, for those who did not like 
the budget presented by the majority, 
the Republican budget, that the Presi-
dent’s budget got a whopping two votes 
on the floor of the Senate. That was 
the President’s budget, all his assump-
tions, what he wanted to do. People 
who said ours was so bad, our friends 
on the other side of the aisle, two of 
them voted for it. It was not a viable 
option. What we have presented is a 
good option. 

The conference report, as I said, will 
save Social Security surpluses for So-
cial Security. It keeps to the contract 
we have with our seniors and puts the 
‘‘trust’’ back in the Social Security 
trust fund. I look forward to working 
with Chairman DOMENICI and, I hope, 
with colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle, to create a formal lockbox to en-
force this approach. 

At a time when tax revenues are at 
their highest level since World War II, 

and income taxes are at an all-time 
high relative to our gross domestic 
product, the President proposed not to 
reduce taxes, but to increase them. The 
President’s budget requested increased 
revenues $82 billion over the next 5 
years. 

That is 80 different revenue raisers, 
80 different increases in taxes or fees or 
revenues. The conference report which 
we have before us today goes in the op-
posite direction by permitting Con-
gress to fashion responsible tax policy. 
We could leave in the pockets of the 
people who do the work, who create the 
jobs, who create the products, the 
goods and services, some $778 billion 
between 2000 and 2009. 

I have my ideas on how we need a 
flatter, simpler, fairer tax that will en-
courage economic development, but 
that is not going to be debated until we 
get around to the actual tax provi-
sions. 

I think, however, that all taxpayers 
should welcome the news as they work 
on their tax forms today and tomorrow 
that there is a hope there might be a 
little less taxes to pay in future years. 
It is also important to note that not a 
dime of that tax relief will come at the 
expense of Social Security. All of it 
will be funded from the non-Social Se-
curity portion of the surplus. 

Let me cite one specific example of 
where this conference report makes a 
significant improvement over the 
President’s budget. On a specific pro-
gram that is of great concern to me, to 
the people of my State of Missouri, and 
I believe to people throughout the 
country, people who are concerned 
about a healthy environment, who 
want to see clean water, who want to 
clean up the wastewater that could 
carry pollution, that could carry dam-
aging and dangerous illnesses that de-
spoil our natural environments and put 
us at risk of waterborne diseases, the 
President proposed to whack $550 mil-
lion out of the Clean Water State Re-
volving Loan Fund. 

This program is not a very trendy 
one, it is not an environmental bou-
tique program that sounds good in a 
press release, but it affects Missourians 
whether they drink water, whether 
they swim, or whether they fish. It 
means in the future that citizens in 
every State of the Nation can expect 
cleaner water. The funding is impera-
tive for public health protection, for 
environmental protection, and eco-
nomic growth. 

During the Budget Committee mark-
up of the budget resolution, I said 
these cuts would not stand. Chairman 
DOMENICI was able to restore a good 
chunk of the President’s cuts, and I 
thank him for that. But in this con-
ference report, I am hopeful we can re-
store even more of this crucial funding. 

The conference report puts an addi-
tional $1.1 billion in the overall funding 
category for natural resources and en-
vironment for 2000. I will be working to 
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try to get a good part of that for the 
State revolving funds. That is money 
that goes back to the people who are 
building the facilities, who are oper-
ating the facilities, who have had 
hands dirtied cleaning up the waste-
water in this country and assuring that 
we have safe drinking water. 

As chairman of the appropriations 
subcommittee that handles the EPA 
budget, I am confident that the addi-
tional funding will be a crucial re-
source in restoring the funds the Presi-
dent slashed. 

Mr. President, I am encouraged that 
as our constituents finish their tax re-
turns and pay off their taxes, we do not 
have to be ashamed of how we will be 
using the money they worked so hard 
to provide their Government. In fact, 
we are going to be letting them keep a 
bigger portion of their money through 
tax relief in the future. We will protect 
our children and our grandchildren 
from the debts that come from exces-
sive spending. We will keep our prom-
ises to retirees who depend on Social 
Security—all of this signed, sealed, and 
delivered by the April 15 deadline. 

This budget will put the trust back 
in Social Security. If there is any sur-
plus remaining, we can give needed tax 
relief to working families. It will say 
that we need to rescue Medicare by 
making the structural changes in it 
that are needed, not by putting in the 
pot more IOUs that will be future debt 
burdens on our children. 

We also made a commitment to re-
form education, to put decisionmaking 
back in the hands of parents, teachers 
and local schools. 

We are able to have this debate about 
what to do with the surplus because we 
have some good things going for us in 
this country. Our overall economic ac-
tivity is good. We have relatively low 
unemployment. We have steady 
growth. We have a stock market, for 
those people who are interested, that 
has gone out of sight. Why is that so? 
First, I think a sound monetary policy. 
We have had good monetary policy. We 
have kept inflation under control. We 
have avoided the hidden tax of infla-
tion. 

Secondly, after fighting long and 
hard, this Congress, through its major-
ity, has gotten the President to accept 
the discipline on spending, to put caps 
on spending so that ‘‘if we don’t got it, 
we ain’t gonna spend it,’’ to put it in 
the vernacular. We have caps that keep 
spending under control. That means, 
like most Americans, we will not be 
spending money we do not have. 

Congress and the President have to 
sit down and decide what our priorities 
are going to be, to take care of prior-
ities without saying yes to every 
spending opportunity that comes 
along. It is going to take some tough 
decisions, and many of those tough de-
cisions are still coming down the pike. 
But you tell a family that has to live 

within their budget that we have to 
make tough choices, and they will tell 
you, ‘‘So, what’s new? What’s different 
between what we have to do and what 
every American family has to do?’’ We 
have to establish that discipline. 

Now is not the time to abandon the 
discipline and go back to the old ways 
of runaway spending. It seemed easy in 
the past to spend money that we did 
not have, to run up the debt, but when 
you think about it, we were running up 
the debt on our children’s and our 
grandchildren’s credit cards. That debt 
was building up for them to pay in the 
future, and it had a tremendously 
harmful impact on our Nation’s econ-
omy. Poor fiscal discipline was holding 
our economy back. 

With the Federal Government’s budg-
et under control, with sound monetary 
policy, with a promise that we are 
going to allow the taxpayers to keep 
more of their money that is not needed 
for the work of the Government, we 
have the conditions to allow the 
strong, free market economy to con-
tinue to grow, to create jobs, to create 
wealth, and to provide for the families 
of America, for the individuals who 
work hard and who are the people we 
are to serve in this Government. 

Mr. President, I am proud to have 
worked with Senator DOMENICI. I ap-
preciate his leadership. I hope that my 
colleagues will vote on both sides of 
this aisle for the budget so that we can 
get about the business of developing 
spending plans that comply with the 
discipline of a balanced budget, one 
that augers well for the future of this 
country. 

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 
commend the chairman of the Senate 
Budget Committee for the decisions 
made in this conference report that 
will protect the Social Security trust 
funds. First, it will be an honor for me 
to vote for this budget resolution 
which, for the first time in 30 years, 
balances the Federal budget and does 
so without using the Social Security 
surplus. Second, this budget further 
protects Social Security by creating a 
point of order against future congres-
sional budgets which use Social Secu-
rity surpluses to pay for budget deficits 
of the federal government. 

These are great first steps to take to 
protect Social Security. Americans 
who have devoted a lifetime of working 
and paying their Social Security taxes 
deserve to have their Social Security 
reserved for nothing but their Social 
Security. That has not happened in re-
cent years. Without reform, this prac-
tice of raiding Social Security would 
continue. In fact, President Clinton’s 
budget for next year proposed using 
$158 billion of the Social Security 
Trust Fund to finance new government 
spending. We must stop these raids on 
Social Security. 

The point of order included in this 
conference report is similar to legisla-
tion I have introduced with the chair-
man of the Senate Budget Committee. 
The Ashcroft-Domenici bill writes into 
law the Social Security protection 
point of order. This conference report 
puts the point of order in the House 
and Senate rules for this year and next, 
the maximum amount of time allowed 
under House rules. This is a wise deci-
sion, and the right step to take now. 
Because a budget resolution does not 
become law, the only option available 
to the budget conferees to protect So-
cial Security was to amend House and 
Senate rules. I support this action. 

Later this year I will seek Senate 
passage of my bill to put this point of 
order into law, to make it permanent 
and to strengthen it by requiring that 
it can only be waived in the Senate 
with 60 votes, a super majority. I will 
also support the efforts by Senators 
DOMENICI and ABRAHAM to win passage 
of their Social Security lockbox bill 
which uses the debt limit as an en-
forcement mechanism to make sure 
neither the President nor Congress can 
use Social Security to finance new 
deficits. 

I am also pleased that the conferees 
included in the final bill a resolution I 
offered and the Senate passed express-
ing the Sense of the Senate that the 
government should not invest the So-
cial Security Trust Funds in the stock 
market. The President has proposed in-
vesting as much as $700 billion of the 
surplus in the stock market. This is an 
unwise gamble to take in my view, in 
the view of the Senate and, in light of 
its inclusion in this conference report, 
the Congress of the United States. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say 
to the Senator from Missouri, I appre-
ciate your leadership in protecting So-
cial Security. After the President’s 
budget was released and it proposed to 
raid $158 billion from the Social Secu-
rity trust funds, you told me that Con-
gress needed to protect Social Secu-
rity. You were right. If memory serves 
me correctly, you introduced the first 
bill in the Senate this year to protect 
Social Security by using a point of 
order mechanism. I was pleased to be 
your first cosponsor. The inclusion in 
this conference report of the point of 
order is the first step to protect Social 
Security. I look forward to working 
with you, Senator ABRAHAM and other 
Senators in putting into law, not just 
the House and Senate rules, provisions 
that will further protect the Social Se-
curity trust funds. 

Mr. LOTT. I join Senator DOMENICI in 
thanking the Senator from Missouri 
for his leadership on Social Security. I 
recall a lengthy letter Senator 
ASHCROFT sent me earlier this year ad-
vocating that walling off Social Secu-
rity should be the top budget priority 
for this Congress. I also remember the 
bill he introduced earlier this year cre-
ating the Social Security point of order 
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that is similar to the one in the con-
ference report and his advocacy during 
Senate debate and when the bill was in 
conference for the final bill to include 
the point of order. With passage of this 
budget which, for the first time in 30 
years, balances the budget without 
using Social Security and puts proce-
dures in place to protect Social Secu-
rity in the future, the Senate has made 
protecting Social Security a high pri-
ority. I commend Senator ASHCROFT 
for his efforts in protecting Social Se-
curity. 

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE—S. 767 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this is an 
important time with a lot of very seri-
ous matters before the Senate. Obvi-
ously, we are going to be working on 
the budget resolution. But also, we are 
very much concerned about what is 
happening in the Balkans, we are con-
cerned about what is happening in 
Kosovo, we are concerned about the 
impact that that is having in Mac-
edonia and the Montenegro area, as 
well as countries that are not as di-
rectly impacted from a standpoint of 
refugees, but the impact on Albania, 
which obviously is housing a number of 
refugees, and even countries such as 
Romania are being affected by what we 
see happening there. 

I think it is important that we work 
together in a bipartisan way to express 
our support for our troops, to express 
our support and appreciation for coun-
tries that are dealing with this influx 
of refugees and providing haven and 
humanitarian assistance working with 
international organizations, with mili-
tary representation that has been try-
ing to deal with this tremendous influx 
of refugees. 

We are going to work over the next 24 
hours to see if we can come together 
with an agreement on a bipartisan res-
olution expressing our appreciation 
and recognition for the outstanding 
work that is being done by our men and 
women of the military, by all the orga-
nizations that are helping with the ref-
ugees and for the countries that are 
dealing with a tremendous burden 
right now. But I think we should begin 
here at home also. 

Mr. DODD. Will the leader yield to 
me on that point? 

Mr. LOTT. Yes. 
Mr. DODD. I thank the leader for 

those comments. It is very, very help-
ful, particularly coming from our lead-
er. People who watch these floor pro-
ceedings should take note that it was a 
very important statement he just 
made. I believe he expresses the feel-
ings of all of us here. Whatever other 
differences there may be, I think there 
is a deep sense of appreciation first and 
foremost for our own men and women 

in uniform; secondly, for the organiza-
tions that are trying to do a good job. 

I particularly commend him for his 
comments regarding these front-line 
states of Montenegro, which is showing 
great courage in light of some very dif-
ficult pressures; Albania, which is so 
poor—I think about $600 a year is the 
annual earnings of the people—Mac-
edonia, about $1,300 a year, a small 
country with almost 200,000 refugees 
now. And particularly he mentions Ro-
mania and Bulgaria, which is very im-
portant as well. 

This ought to be heartening news to 
these governments and to the people of 
these countries that it has not gone un-
noticed in our country what a tremen-
dous job they are doing handling a 
problem they did not ask for, flooded 
by a sea of humanity that needs a lot 
of help. We are deeply grateful to them. 
And I am hopeful the leader is right. I 
certainly want to work with him and 
anyone else who is interested to see if 
we can put some language together 
which would enjoy unanimous backing 
by all of our colleagues, to speak with 
one strong, solid voice about how much 
we appreciate their efforts, the efforts 
of our service men and women, and the 
common determination to end this cri-
sis and get these people back to 
Kosovo. 

So I thank him. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I thank the 

Senator from Connecticut. I always 
enjoy working with him. He is abso-
lutely right in repeating the need for 
us to express our appreciation to our 
military men and women and to con-
tinue our commitment to the humani-
tarian effort that is underway and ex-
press our appreciation to the front-line 
states that are there dealing with this 
problem and the cost of the problem in 
a very serious way. We will work to see 
if we can express that appreciation and 
concern. 

But I want to emphasize that we have 
our own military men and women who 
are doing a magnificent job. All of our 
Senators and House Members who have 
gone to the region, who have gone to 
Brussels and have gone to Aviano or 
been in Albania or Macedonia, have 
come back saying what a magnificent 
job our military men and women have 
been doing. 

But it has gone now beyond our ac-
tive-duty pilots and men and women 
who are involved in the exercise there. 
It now involves Reserve unit members, 
National Guard, volunteers. We have 
Air Guard members that are now flying 
the refueling aircraft that are helping 
in that effort. And they have been 
called up unexpectedly with very little 
notice. 

Now you have spouses that are in the 
region that did not have time to file 
their income tax return, and tomorrow 
is the infamous day. Tomorrow is April 
15. And like so many Americans, I will 
file my return tomorrow and send my 

check along with the return, which is a 
very unhappy situation. But we have 
military men and women who are doing 
their duty for their country that were 
unexpectedly, and on very short notice, 
called up. And you have their spouses 
now scrambling, trying to perhaps deal 
with filing their income tax returns to-
morrow, the 15th. 

We have legislation now moving 
through the House that has been 
through the Ways and Means Com-
mittee that will be coming to the Sen-
ate later on today or tomorrow, and we 
have legislation that has been prepared 
in the Senate now that would give, I 
believe, a 60-day extension on filing re-
turns to our military men and women 
that have been called up for this serv-
ice to our country. 

There may be some other provisions 
that have been cited, too, that should 
be outlined. It exempts U.S. troops 
serving in the Yugoslavia theater from 
being taxed on the hazardous duty pay. 
It grants our troops a 180-day filing ex-
tension on their 1998 income tax re-
turns after their return from duty in 
the combat zone designated by the 
President and exempts our troops from 
the 3-percent excise tax levied on long 
distance telephone calls, which I am 
sure they are making now to assure 
their families that they are in the area 
and they are safe and they are doing 
their job. So it is more than just a 60-
day extension. 

I think it is the right thing to do. It 
is the fair thing to do. And it is impor-
tant we do it today and make it clear 
that we are going to complete this ac-
tion when the House bill comes over. 
That may be later on today or tomor-
row. But if we do not make it clear 
that we are going to do it today, and if 
we do not get it done tomorrow, these 
families are going to be under the du-
ress of either not filing on time, as the 
law requires, or asking for an exten-
sion, which a lot of Americans are hesi-
tant to do. 

So I think it is important that we 
prepare the way to get this legislation 
completed today, or not later than to-
morrow, and make it clear to the fami-
lies of our service men and women that 
are in the zone that they are going to 
have these benefits and this extension 
of time. 

In that vein, then, I do have a unani-
mous consent request that we have 
been trying to get cleared, I hope we 
can get cleared, because we need to do 
this. And then we can get this behind 
us and we can move on to another reso-
lution. 

So I ask unanimous consent that——
Mr. DODD. Before you do that——
Mr. LOTT. I would withhold. 
Mr. DODD. Can I make a suggestion? 

There is one Member, I think, who has 
some questions they may want to 
raise—let me put it in those terms—be-
fore you propound it. I would person-
ally prefer if you could hold up for a 
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